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Abstract
Followership is a remarkably pervasive experience shared by all human beings who occupy the
masses within national and global organizations. The purpose of the current study was to further
knowledge and understanding of the followership construct by distinguishing a set of
communicative characteristics that effective followers demonstrate—exploring the associations
among perceptions of effective followership, self-regulation, and intercultural communication
competence. This study examines whether self-regulation and co-cultural competence are
characteristics of effective followership. Followership scholars suggest that followership
research should develop followership characteristics based on variables focusing on the
perceptions of followers in relation to leaders (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). As
such, the present study examines perceptions of both leader and follower participants in an
online survey. The results of this study reveal that self-regulation and co-cultural competence are
characteristics that effective followers demonstrate. Moreover, followers perceive emotion
regulation to be an important characteristic of followership effectiveness; however, leaders do
not share this perspective. The results of this study also indicate that there is no difference
between leaders and followers co-cultural competence abilities. Theoretical implications and
future directions are discussed.

Keywords: Effective Followership, Self-regulation, Co-Cultural Competence, Emotion
Regulation, Leader-Follower Relationship
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
All human beings are followers, which positions followership as a core concept of human
interaction. In fact, followers comprise the majority of most populations (local, national, and
global) and contexts (e.g., interpersonal and organizational). The difference between a follower
and an effective follower is that an effective follower possesses the qualities that enable
production of a desired outcome. However, followership research, which is of critical importance
within the organizational context, significantly lags behind these people’s experiences as if it is
significantly less important than leadership. First, the extent of organizational successes and
failures depends on the individuals’ quality and effectiveness at achieving organizational goals.
As such, senior-level executives consistently ranked effective followership and leadership to be
equally important (Agho, 2009). Second, varying degrees of organizational effectiveness also
rely on the dynamic interplay between leaders’ and followers’ joint actions toward goal
achievement. Understanding how aspects of employee relations impacts goal attainment offers
organizations valuable insight that is useful for efficient output as well as daily operations (i.e.,
expectations, procedures, and policies). Third, the employee composition within organizations is
increasingly diverse with regard to cultural orientations (Ramthun & Matkin, 2012). Over the
past two decades, the rising influx of diversity within national and international arenas
commands attention to the increasing amount of intercultural interactions experienced by
organizational members (Vanderpal & Ko, 2014). Regardless of cultural background, most will
agree that all employees comprising organizations currently are, previously have been, or will
experience being in the position of a follower again. Communication that occurs in the
workplace is at the crux of what drives action within organizations, particularly relevant to
accomplishing organizational goals (Keyton et al., 2013). As such, utilizing optimal
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communication to maintain and enhance organizational output is a central concern, especially as
organizations adapt to diversity. This highlights how much organizational effectiveness truly
relies on a diverse set of employees to successfully complete tasks. Thus, the continual rise of
diversification emphasizes the importance of the influence that culturally competent employees
contribute to individual and collective outcomes that are at the core of the livelihood of work
place settings as well as overall organizational success.
Currently, research within the field of followership is still in its earliest stages of
development. Consequently, the small body of literature lacks theoretical and empirical testing.
The present state of this budding area illuminates the importance of extending theoretically and
empirically sound research built upon the foundational elements established from existing
followership research. For example, followership research initially focused on understanding
how different types of followers influence leadership (Oc & Bashshur, 2013). This role-based
approach resulted in the development of followership typologies. Importantly, the outcomes of
typological models offer follower behaviors such as motivation, willingness to engage, and
proactivity (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). However, this string of research has yet
to address three large gaps within the literature: (a) distinguishing a set of characteristics of the
established follower behaviors, (b) identifying how followership influences leaders and, (c)
understanding how followership influences the leadership process (Oc & Bashshur, 2013).
Subsequently, researchers recently began to direct attention toward understanding the socialcognitive and affective processes shaping follower-leader relationships (Tee, Paulson, &
Ashkanasay, 2013). The current study attempts to distinguish a set of effective followership
characteristics applicable across a multitude of organizational contexts. Therefore, this study
examines the association between followership characteristics (e.g., motivation, willingness to
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engage, and proactivity) and communicative characteristics, including: (a) self-regulation, and
(b) intercultural communication competence.
The proposed characteristics possess substantial relevance to follower behaviors as well
as represent affective and social-cognitive aspects. To begin, self-regulation is broadly defined as
“the exercise of control over oneself, especially with regard to bringing the self into line with
preferred standards encompassing any efforts to alter inner states or responses” (Carver, 2004, p.
2). Self-regulation theory posits adjusting individual behaviors towards goal achievement derives
from the processes of: (a) setting standards of behavior which facilitate goal expectations (i.e.,
goal-setting standards); (b) detecting discrepancies which occurs when a comparison between set
standards and an individual’s current state (i.e., self-awareness) do not align; and (c) matching
behaviors to the set standards (i.e., discrepancy reduction) (Carver, 1981; Tsui & Ashford, 1994).
As such, self-regulation echoes the cognitive processing essential to balancing emotional and
social aspects of an experience to produce behaviors aligned with the necessary actions involved
in achieving organizational goals. Next, intercultural communication competence is broadly
defined as the ability to interact effectively and appropriately with people from different cultural
backgrounds (Jiao, 2014). Intercultural communication competence concerns social functioning,
specifically, the ability to interact effectively and appropriately with others who are culturally
diverse. Spitzberg’s (2000) integrative model is applicable as it depicts interactions as a dyadic
process functioning based upon both parties’ motivations (i.e., affect), knowledge (i.e.,
cognition), and skills (i.e., behaviors) within a specific episode. The dyadic nature of the
intercultural communication competence dimensions differ from previously discussed
individually focused characteristics of followership. Therefore, intercultural communication
competence is conceptualized as effective and appropriate interactions accomplishing the
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objectives within a given situation between two or more people who, as a result of culture, have
different cognitive, affective, and behavioral orientations (Arasaratnam, 2014; Spitzberg, 2009).
The terminology “intercultural communication competence” is conceptually misleading as it
conveys that international borders must be crossed to engage in this interaction. Moreover, the
semantics shadowing this term place limitations on utilizing the full potential of the intercultural
communication competence construct within the field of communication research. For example,
Spitzberg (2000, p. 432) suggests, “Excluding interactions such as diplomacy or interorganizational relations through document transfer, it is people who interact with one another,
not cultures.” Thus, to enhance clarity and understanding of the current research, intercultural
communication competence will be referred to as co-cultural communication competence
throughout this study. As cultural diversity and globalization continue to rise, intercultural
interactions are increasingly common experiences in business and daily life. Therefore, exploring
effective followership characteristics to further understand how these unique qualities influence
leadership as well as the leader-follower relationship process highlights their importance in
contributing empirical and theoretical progression. Thus, the purpose of this study is to
distinguish a set of communicative characteristics that effective followers demonstrate by
exploring the associations among perceptions of effective followership, self-regulation, and
intercultural communication competence.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Followership
Undoubtedly, the increasing flux of interest regarding followership and follower-centric
approaches benefits progressive understanding into leadership research. Followership research
lends insight toward the antecedents of organizational outcomes (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).
However, the recent shift in followership interest has moved from initially serving as an
attractive angle within the enormous body of literature regarding leadership into its own area of
focus (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). As such, there is currently a small body of literature lacking
theoretical and empirical testing, which leads to failing to establish specific communicative
characteristics comprising effective followership. Currently, two methods for examining
followership include role-based approaches and constructionist approaches (Oc & Bashshur,
2013; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). Although there is a lack of conceptual agreement regarding the
nature of the followership construct between these two perspectives, the budding body of
literature provides fertile ground for theoretical and empirical advancement.
First, the role-based perspective identifies follower behaviors through typological
models. Broadly, typologies assert that followers behave in ways that align with their role
orientation or schema categorized by a salient behavior. Specifically, role-based approaches
focus on how follower behaviors impact leader outcomes (Bjugstad, Thach, Thompson, &
Morris, 2006). For example, scholars (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014) provide a comprehensive review of
role-based approaches categorizing followers as passive, active, dominant, interactive,
independent, or shifting in role. Behaviors of effective followership within the role-based
approaches include accountable, obedient, motivated, willing to engage, courageous (i.e., giving
honest feedback), influence tactics, and proactive (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). The most salient
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behaviors relevant to the current research include motivation, willingness to engage, and
proactive behaviors. First, motivation can be understood as both a process and an outcome in
which self-motivation of effective followers is defined as the subjective experience of interest
and effort exhibited toward a task (Smith, Wagaman, & Handley, 2009). Next, willingness to
engage is defined as an active expression of the self physically, cognitively, and emotionally
with others, which includes behaviors such as participating, cooperating, adapting, and problem
solving (Carsten, Uhl-Bien, West, Patera, & McGregor, 2010; Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, &
Walumbwa, 2005). Lastly, proactive behavior is conceptualized as ways individuals take action
in improving current circumstances or creating new ones (Belschak & Den Hartog, 2010; UhlBien et al., 2014). Proactive behaviors include voice (i.e., expressing ideas or concerns without
being asked), influence tactics (i.e., strategies aimed at shaping or altering others’ behaviors),
and taking initiative (Carsten et al., 2010; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).
Second, the constructionist approach views followership as a social process where
followership is the behavior that co-creates leader and follower outcomes through relational
interactions between leader and follower (DeRue & Ashford, 2010; Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Oc
& Bashshur, 2013; Tee et al., 2013). In this light, “Followership is the characteristics, behaviors,
and processes of individuals acting in relation to leaders. It is not general employee behavior”
(Uhl-Bien, 2014, p. 96). This conceptualization illustrates the need to fill the literature gap
regarding followership characteristics. Thus, the current study proposes self-regulation and
intercultural communication competence as effective followership characteristics. The following
literature review examines these communicative characteristics to illuminate relevant
associations as well as offer better understanding of the proposed logic guiding this study.
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Self-Regulation and Effective Followership
Regulating individual characteristics and behaviors is vital to effective followership
within the organizational context. Goal-directed followers are perceived to be effective as well as
engaging in proactive behaviors (Junker & Van Dick, 2014; Korsgaard, Meglino, Lester, &
Jeong, 2010). Organizational goals prescribed to followers are optimally achieved when an
individual organizes emotions and cognitions in a way that sparks motivation; the result is
desired outcomes. Therefore, utilizing self-regulation to adapt behaviors aimed toward goal
achievement is imperative to effective followership. Recent research suggests followership
characteristics include self-motivation and willingness to engage (Bjugstad et al., 2006; Gardner,
Avolio, Luthans, May, & Walumbwa, 2005; Hurwitz & Hurwitz, 2009). Effective followers
achieve goals efficiently through the process of recognizing and utilizing internal motivations to
complete tasks as well as actively participating in joint tasks. Therefore, the current research
proposes that self-regulatory processes provide a logical explanation at the most basic level of
understanding toward how followership behaviors, such as self-motivation and willingness to
engage, are utilized effectively toward goal achievement.
Goal-setting standards. First, goals drive organizational behaviors by guiding
individuals’ cognition, emotion, and behavior (Fitzsimons & Bargh, 2004; Gollwitzer, Fujita, &
Oettinggen, 2004). Goals act as motivational tools informing cognitive processes to filter
knowledge necessary in facilitating goal achievement behaviors and illuminating communication
skills that will be perceived to be effective and appropriate within the given context. Selfregulatory capabilities determine the degree and specificity of behavioral standards followers set
for themselves in achieving goals prescribed to them by leaders. Interestingly, the level of selfmotivation guiding an individual’s persistence toward goal achievement is a strong indicator of
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successful self-regulation (Fitzsimons & Bargh, 2004). Thus, a followers’ self-motivation is
activated by prescribed goals where regulatory processes then guide cognitions to set behavioral
standards toward goal attainment behaviors. However, the goal-setting standard is not the only
regulatory process influencing motivations indicating successful self-regulation.
Discrepancy detection. The next phase of the self-regulation process is discrepancy
detection, being able to recognize competing ideas in what is perceived to be effective and
appropriate, and adapting behaviors to match set goals when divergence exists. Goals and selfmotivation establish the distinction between an individual’s current state and the motive to adapt
behaviors toward obtaining set goals (Gardner et al., 2005). For self-regulation to occur,
followers must assess the congruence between their current behaviors juxtaposed to set
standards. However, self-regulation occurs when individuals successfully monitor their state in
relation to the goal and then make desired adjustments (Vohs & Baumeister, 2004). Therefore,
self-awareness plays an essential role within this phase of the regulatory process as it is defined
as a “followers’ knowledge of their end values, identity, emotions, motives, and goals” (Gardner
et al., 2005, p. 359). Self-awareness affords the ability to more accurately compare an
individual’s current state in relation to set standards encouraging optimal outcomes (Vohs &
Baumeister, 2004). Moreover, discrepancy detection reveals the degree of followers’ selfmotivation utilized in adapting behaviors in a manner to overcome divergences (i.e., discrepancy
reduction), which inhibits goal achievement (Tsui & Ashford, 1994). Thus, the current study
hypothesizes that effective followers will have high levels of self-regulation.
Discrepancy reduction. Lastly, self-regulation theory refers to discrepancy reduction as
controlling adapted behaviors to reduce detected inconsistencies (Carver & Scheier, 1981). Goals
are rooted in the act of willing, which highlights the relationship between followers’ self-
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regulation, self-motivation, and willingness to engage (Gollwitzer et al., 2004). For example,
once goals activate the regulatory processes illuminating the extent of self-motivation, followers
must be willing to engage in communicative behaviors that successfully reduce discrepancies
impeding goal attainment. However, controlling behaviors can be hindered by other variables
such as self-efficacy, self-awareness, and a lack of communication skills. Thus, communicative
behaviors must be expressed competently to ensure individual as well as joint task efforts are
aligned to accomplish prescribed goals victoriously. The current research proposes that
intercultural communication competence serves as the bridge linking the space between
regulated behaviors and the expression of the adapted behaviors.
Intercultural Communication Competence
The growing amount of diversity and globalization, within organizations nationally as
well as worldwide, increasingly spikes the occurrence of experiencing intercultural interactions
from occasionally to often daily. Importantly, the degree of effective followership relies on both
the followers’ and leaders’ subjective perceptions. In short, it is the subjective judgments and
efforts surrounding relational interactions that drive organizational output. Thus, communication
finds itself at the core of followership, as in all human interactions, guiding individual and joint
task outcomes.
Motivation. First, the motivation dimension of co-cultural communication competence
includes affective aspects reflected in the ability to respect and welcome cultural differences
during interactions (i.e., other-centeredness), a skill essential to managing diversity (Deardorff &
Jones, 2012). Characteristics involved within this dimension include abilities such as managing
self-esteem, cognitive flexibility (i.e., openness), initiative, genuine interest, and developing
affective-cognitive congruence (Deardorff & Jones, 2012; Spitzberg, 2000; Spitzberg &
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Changnon, 2009). The degree of outcome effectiveness within the leader-follower dyad relies on
a mutual understanding of tasks, roles, and goals. Importantly, regardless of context, “feelings
occur continuously throughout the attempt to reach an incentive” (Carver, 2004, p. 21).
Therefore, this implies that feelings are an inevitable aspect of goal pursuit, which emphasizes
the importance of understanding how emotions influence an individuals’ ability to regulate a
balance between affect and cognition to achieve goals. Interestingly, Epitropaki, Sy, Martin,
Tram-Quon, and Topakas (2013) reveal recent research showing that affect directly impacts
followers’ ability to influence others. Aligned with these findings, Tee et al. (2013) suggest
followers affect leadership outcomes by performing actions guided by the interplay between
cognition and affect. The implication of these findings suggests that affect serves as a key source
of motivation that undermines effective behaviors demonstrated by followers. Thus,
characteristics within the motivation dimension of co-cultural competence support the regulatory
processing of followers by: (a) accounting for the influence of affective aspects during the
interplay between affect and cognition, (b) harmonizing affect and cognition when pursuing
goals, and (c) providing valuable insight toward how affective aspects are a source of motivation.
Moreover, both affective and cognitive regulatory components serve to encourage effective
follower behaviors vital to achieving a mutual understanding that is necessary for optimal goal
obtainment (Lockwood, Seara-Cardoso, & Viding, 2014).
Knowledge. Second, the knowledge component of co-cultural communication
competence includes cognitive aspects essential to effective followership. Broadly, this is
represented by cultural awareness. Cultural awareness refers to the ability to recognize and
understand the ways in which culture impacts one’s own as well as others’ perceptions during
interactions (Chen, 2009). Said another way, cultural awareness is the knowledge of how to
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analyze and process information when recognizing how preexisting cultural values, attitudes, and
beliefs impact individual perceptions and behaviors in regards to executing tasks (Chen, 2009;
Spitzberg, 2000). Therefore, the knowledge dimension stresses the importance of cognitive
regulatory processing, particularly aspects of self-awareness and awareness of the other.
Characteristics within this dimension include procedural knowledge, willingness to share
knowledge, information processing, knowledge of more than one perspective, and selfmonitoring (Deardorff & Jones 2012; Spitzberg, 2000; Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009). As a result
of increased cultural awareness, individuals tend to exhibit abilities such as respect for diversity
(divergent perspectives), openness to uncertainty, nonjudgment, and willingness to communicate
with others different from themselves (Dimitrov, Dawson, Olsen, & Meadows, 2014). These
cognitive knowledge competencies, specifically self-awareness and self-monitoring, are key
factors supporting the regulatory processes of goal-directed individuals. For example, Faber and
Vohs (2004) indicate that maintaining self-regulation abilities toward goal-directed behaviors is
dependent on an individual’s capability to self-monitor as well as his or her degree of selfawareness. To further explain, Faber and Vohs (2004, p. 518) expound “To self-regulate, a
person must monitor his/her current circumstances, which includes progression through the
environment, tracking progress toward or away from the goal, and reevaluating desired
outcomes. All of these tasks require a certain degree of self-awareness.” Furthermore, the
knowledge competency, willingness to communicate with others different from themselves, is
directly associated with the effective followership characteristic, willingness to engage. Thus, the
knowledge dimension of co-cultural competence serves to filter cognitive mechanisms that
establish awareness between self and the other for followers to distinguish appropriate behavior;
the motivation dimension balances affective and cognitive regulatory processes responsible for

12
developing and influencing followership behaviors (e.g., motivation, willingness to engage, and
proactive behaviors) that effectively accomplish prescribed goals. The skills dimension of cocultural competence utilizes these dimensions to purposefully execute actual behavioral skills.
Skills. Last, the skills dimension encompasses communicative behaviors that accomplish
specific goals within a given context (Deardorff & Jones, 2012). Co-cultural communication
competence skills include the ability to utilize knowledge and motivation during co-cultural
interactions as reflected in performed competencies broadly perceived as social communication
behaviors. Characteristics of this dimension include verbal and nonverbal communicative
competencies such as empathy, interaction management, behavior flexibility (e.g., adaptability),
identity management, listening, and message skills (Deardorff & Jones, 2012; Spitzberg, 2000;
Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009). These skills serve as an outlet from which followers use aspects
of motivation and knowledge relevant to particular contexts and relational partners to tailor
communication in a manner that is mutually perceived to be competent by themselves as well as
their relational partner. For example, research suggests effective followership behaviors include
influence tactics and voice (i.e., proactive behaviors) (Lapierre, Bremner, & McMullan, 2012).
Communication not only drives relational interactions but also serves as a basis for
forming or influencing individual judgments. Influencing another individual’s judgments through
proactive behaviors such as influence tactics and voice requires followers to express messages
complementary to the mindset of the other to gain their attention and support. As such, this
involves understanding the perceptions of the other person, a core aspect of empathy.
Importantly, mutual understanding between relational partners is an outcome of empathy that can
be used to heighten the degree of success of proactive efforts (Goldstein, Vezich & Shapiro,
2014; DeVignemont & Singer, 2006). Therefore, empathy is a skill that affords followers the
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ability to tailor proactive behaviors that are optimally effective and appropriate with interactional
partners in any given context. Additionally, the adaptive nature of the characteristics within the
skills dimension of co-cultural competence supports self-regulatory processes of goal-directed
followers. Self-regulatory competencies, such as the ability to endure a delay of gratification
during goal pursuit, support adaptive social, cognitive, and emotional behaviors (Mischel &
Ayduk, 2004). Thus, the skills dimension of co-cultural competence augments adaptive
outcomes of self-regulation acting as the vehicle through which follower behaviors (i.e.,
motivation, willingness to engage, and proactive behaviors) are tailored to effectively and
appropriately fit any given context.
Rationale
Followership is a proliferating concept that will continue to grow. The current study aims
to contribute a more lucid understanding of followership by investigating the relationship
between effective followership and a set of communicative characteristics (i.e., self-regulation
and co-cultural competence). Certainly, the development of followership typologies (Carsten et
al., 2010; Kelley, 1988; Shamir, 2007; and Sy, 2010) offers valuable insight toward followership
behaviors as well as theoretical advancement. However, the previous overview of followership
from role-based perspectives seemingly mirrors approaches to leadership research in the most
basic typologies (e.g., transformational leadership, path-goal leadership, and authentic
leadership). Importantly, researchers must remain true to the nature of the followership construct
by “drawing insights from across all paradigmatic perspectives and findings of followership”
(Uhl-Bien, et al., 2014, p. 100). Moreover, followership research should develop theoretical
constructs of followership based on characteristics, behaviors, and outcomes, which includes
variables focusing on the perceptions of followers in relation to leaders (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).
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This study further extends conceptual clarity by expanding on the notions set into motion from
previous research regarding the need to distinguish between general employee behaviors and
followership. Therefore, this study conceptualizes effective followership as the characteristics,
behaviors, and processes of individuals acting in relation to leaders that produce desired
outcomes. The current study seeks to further understand effective followership characteristics
that encourage goal-directed behaviors, shared meaning, and mutual understanding within
follower-leader relationships by investigating the interplay between psychological and emotional
aspects. Therefore, the significance of the current study includes: (1) extending knowledge and
understanding of effective followership characteristics, and (2) contributes necessary
foundational pieces essential for advancing present and future followership theory.
The purpose of this study is to expand knowledge and understanding of the followership
construct by investigating the associations between effective followership and a set of
communicative characteristics, including self-regulation and co-cultural competence. Following
calls for stronger conceptual and operational clarity (Carsten et al., 2010; Junker & Van Dick,
2014), the following study examines the perspectives of both leaders and followers. Followers
provide information about what aspects of followership best match their experiences and leaders
provide information about how they evaluate followership effectiveness. Thus, the following
hypotheses are posed:
H1: Follower a) co-cultural competence, b) self-regulation, and c) emotion regulation predict
follower effectiveness.
H2: Leader’s perception of a) followers’ self-regulation and b) followers’ emotion regulation
predict followers’ effectiveness.
H3: Leaders are more co-culturally competent than followers.
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H4: Follower self-regulation, follower emotion regulation, and follower co-cultural competence
are positively related to each other.
H5: Leaders’ co-cultural competence is positively related to ratings of followers’ a) selfregulation, b) emotion regulation, and c) follower effectiveness.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS
Participants
Participants in this study included students from a southeastern collegiate institution.
Additionally, leaders were recruited by followers who completed the survey as well as through
snowball sampling starting with the researcher’s network (N = 216). All participants were at
least 18 years of age 26.04 (SD 12.18, range 18 to 64) and participated voluntarily. All followers
either were or had been in a position where someone else was the leader. All leaders had to meet
the following criteria: (a) currently employed full time, (b) oversees a minimum of five
employees and, (c) has maintained a leadership role for a minimum of one year.
Participants were initially recruited through the School of Communication Studies
research pool. They had the option to complete the survey as a follower and/or recruit a leader to
complete the leader version of the survey. Students must provide the leader with their five-digit
code to receive credit for the leader completing the survey. If both the student and leader
complete the survey, the student receives both research participation credits. If either the student
or a leader associated with that student’s number completes the survey, the student receives one
participation credit. All credit was provided once the survey has closed in the research pool.
There are multiple research options available to students through the research pool so there were
alternatives if they choose not to participate in this study.
The data revealed that out of 264 participants, 48 did not complete the entire survey. As
such, the total number of participants included in data analysis was 216, representing a mean age
of 26.04 (SD 12.18, range 18 to 64). Therefore, data analysis included 137 follower participants
representing a mean age of 19.5 (SD 2, range 18 to 28) and 79 leader participants representing a
mean age of 37.24 (SD 14.01, range 19 to 64). Of the follower participants (35.8 percent male
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and 64.2 percent female), 2.2 percent reported being currently employed full time, 38.7 percent
reported being currently employed part-time, and 59.1 percent reported being currently a student.
Follower participants who reported being employed were asked to indicate the length of time
they had been employed since turning 18 years of age and the length of time they had maintained
in their current position. Since turning 18 years of age, most participants (86 percent) reported
being employed for two years or less, while the remaining 14 percent reported being employed
for 10 years or less. The majority of participants (85.2 percent) reported working in their current
position for two years or less; the remaining 14.8 percent reported they had maintained their
current job for three-and-a half years or less. When follower participants were asked to indicate
their highest level of education, over a quarter reported having a high school diploma (27.9
percent), the majority reported they had some college (66.2 percent), the remaining participants
reported having an associate’s degree (3.7 percent), a bachelor’s degree (1.5 percent), or a
graduate degree (.7 percent).
Of the leader participants, 43 percent are male and 57 percent are female. All leader
participants included in this study reported they were currently employed full time, had
maintained a leadership role for at least one year, and previously or currently oversee at least 5
employees. Leader participants were asked to indicate the length of time they had been employed
since turning 18 years of age and the length of time they had maintained their current position.
Since turning 18 years of age, most participants (86 percent) reported being employed for two
years or less, while the remaining 14 percent reported being employed for 10 years or less. Over
half of the participants (59 percent) reported working at their current position for five years or
less, 15.4 percent reported working 6 to10 years, 14.1 percent reported working 11 to 15 years,
and the remaining 11.5 percent reported they had maintained their current job for 16 to 28 years.
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When leader participants were asked to indicate their highest level of education, almost half
reported having either a high school diploma (7.6 percent) or some college (34.2 percent), while
the other half of participants reported having an associate’s degree (7.6 percent), a bachelor’s
degree (21.5 percent), graduate degree (26.6 percent), and 2.5 percent chose not to answer.
Procedures
Follower respondents who chose to partake in the present study completed a
questionnaire measuring their perceptions of whether emotion regulation and self-regulation are
characteristics of effective followership. Additionally, they completed a self-reported measure
assessing their co-cultural communication competence. Similarly, leader respondents completed
a questionnaire measuring their perceptions of the followers’ effectiveness, emotion regulation,
and self-regulation. In addition, leader respondents completed a self-reported measure assessing
their co-cultural communication competence. Demographic information included sex, age,
education level, length of employment, and employment status. A copy of each survey can be
found in Appendix A.
Measures
Follower effectiveness. Participants rated follower effectiveness using Walumbwa and
Hartnell’s (2011) job performance scale. The measure consists of 12 items utilizing a 5-point
Likert-type response (1= needs improvement to 5= excellent) asking participants to rate the
follower’s effectiveness by measuring three aspects of job performance, including: personal
initiative, self-direction, and innovation (Walumbwa & Hartnell, 2011). Follower participants
were asked to respond to items based on their perception of whether or not statements reflect
qualities of an effective follower. On the other hand, leader participants were asked to rate items
in reference to a specific follower. Sample items include: “approaches his or her supervisor with

19
suggestions for improvement when he or she encounter problems at work” (personal initiative),
“takes initiative to do whatever is necessary” (self-direction), and “finds improved ways to do
things” (innovation). Validity was assessed by Walumbwa and Hartnell (2011) with a reported
reliability of α= .84. The scale was used in this study with seven rather than five options
anchored by level of agreement (1= strongly disagree and 7= strongly agree). Reliability for
Walumbwa and Hartnell’s (2011) job performance scale was highly reliable in both follower
analyses (12 items; α = .885) as well as leader analyses (12 items; α = .933). The descriptive
statistics and values of cronbach alpha for this scale for both the follower and leader sample
groups are shown in Table 1.
Emotion regulation. The individual perception of emotion regulation (iER) scale
developed by Curseu, Boros, and Oerlemans (2012) was used to measure emotion regulation
(Berg, Curseu, & Meeus, 2014). The iER is a 7-item scale measuring individual perceptions of
emotion regulation utilizing a 5-point Likert-type response (1= strongly agree to 5= strongly
disagree) with a reported reliability α= .77 (Berg, et al., 2014). The validity of this measure was
assessed by Curseu et al. (2012). Sample items include: “generally have good control of my
emotions” and “sometimes throw criticisms without considering other people’s feelings.” In this
study, respondents could choose among seven levels of agreement with each statement.
Reliability for Curseu, Boros, and Oerleman’s (2012) individual perception of emotion
regulation (iER) scale was found to have strong reliablility for leader data (7 items; α = .80) and
unreliable for follower data (7 items; α = .67). However, reliability was increased to an
acceptable level of .70 after deleting items for follower data. A total of three items were omitted
to increase reliability for the follower sample, including: item 2, item 6 and item 7 (α = .72). The
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descriptive statistics and values of cronbach alpha for this scale for both the follower and leader
sample groups are shown in Table 1.
Self-regulation. Leader participants’ perceptions of follower self-regulation was assessed
using the self-regulation scale (SRS), which was developed to measure an individual’s selfregulation in relation to pursuing goals, specifically when an individual encounters obstacles and
setbacks (Luszczynska, Diehl, Gutiérrez-Doña, Kuusinen, & Schwarzer, 2004). The SRS
consists of seven items asking subjects to respond using a four-point Likert-type scale (0= not
true at all to 4= completely true) with reported reliability of α= .77 (Luszczynska et al., 2004).
Reliability of this scale was found to be highly reliable in both follower analyses (7 items; α =
.82) as well as leader analyses (7 items; α = .88). The validity of this measure was assessed by
Luszczynska et al. (2004). For follower participants, the SRS was combined with the job
performance scale asking respondents whether they perceived statements to reflect qualities of an
effective follower using a true or false response. Sample items include: “After an interruption, I
don’t have any problem resuming my concentrated style of working” and “If an activity requires
a problem-oriented attitude, I can control my feelings.” This study provided six options to
maintain the lack of a neutral option and also increase the potential variability. The descriptive
statistics and values of cronbach alpha for this scale for both the follower and leader sample
groups are shown in Table 1.
Co-cultural competence. The present study measured follower co-cultural
communication competence utilizing a total of 30-items obtained from two existing measures to
ensure adequate assessment of co-cultural competence. First, Arasaratam’s (2009) intercultural
communication competence instrument was utilized to measure co-cultural competencies,
including: motivation, openness, interaction involvement, and attitude toward other cultures. The
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measure contains 10 items asking subjects to agree or disagree on a 7-point, Likert-type scale (1=
strongly disagree to 7= strongly agree). The validity of this measure was assessed by Arasaratam
(2009) and the reported reliability was α= .77. Sample items include: “I feel that people from
other cultures have many valuable things to teach me” (attitude towards other cultures), “I feel
more comfortable with people who are open to people from other cultures than people who are
not” (interaction involvement), “I usually look for opportunities to interact with people from
other cultures” (motivation), and “I find it easier to categorize people based on their cultural
identity than their personality” (openness). Reliability of this scale was found to be unreliable for
both follower analyses (10 items; α = .49) as well as leader analyses (10 items; α = .37);
however, reliability was increased to an acceptable level of at least .70 by deleting items. For
follower data, three items were deleted to increase reliability to an acceptable level including:
item 2, item 9, and item 10 (7items; α = .72). For leader data, two items were deleted to increase
reliability to an acceptable level including: item 6 and item 9 (8 items; α = .75). The descriptive
statistics and values of cronbach alpha for this scale for both the follower and leader sample
groups are shown in Table 1.
Secondly, the intercultural effectiveness scale (IES) developed by Portalla and Chen
(2010) consists of 20-items measuring verbal and nonverbal co-cultural communication skills,
such as: behavioral flexibility, interaction relaxation, interactant respect, message skills, identity
maintenance, and interaction management (Portalla & Chen, 2010). Items within the measure
account for the co-cultural competence knowledge and skills dimensions. The validity of the
measure was assessed by Portalla and Chen (2010) with a reported reliability α = .89. Sample
items include: “I find the best way to act is to be myself when interacting with people from
different cultures” (behavioral flexibility), “I find it is easy to talk with people from different
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cultures” (interaction management), “I always show respect for my culturally different
counterparts during our interaction” (interactant respect), “I have problems with grammar when
interacting with people from different cultures” (message skills), “I find I have a lot in common
with my culturally different counterparts during our interaction” (identity management), and “I
am able to express my ideas clearly when interacting with people from different cultures”
(interaction management). Respondents indicated their level of agreement from one (strongly
disagree) to seven (strongly agree). This scale was found to be highly reliable for both follower
analyses (20 items; α = .88) as well as leader analyses (20 items; α = .90). The descriptive
statistics and values of cronbach alpha for this scale for both the follower and leader sample
groups are shown in Table 1. The IES and ICC scales were combined within both participant
surveys (See Table 1).
Analysis
A factor analysis was conducted on the intercultural effectiveness and effective follower
measures. A principal axis factoring analysis was conducted for the IES to determine whether the
six-factor structure found in previous research (Portalla & Chen, 2010) held in the current study.
The six-factor solution explained 58.8 percent of the variance yet did not align with the
distinguished six interculturally effective behaviors assumed (i.e., 9 items loaded on the first
factor and included behavioral flexibility, interaction relaxation, identity management, and
interaction management items). When the data were allowed to determine the data structure, a
four-factor solution explained 50.8 percent of the variance; however, two factors did not contain
more than 3 items and all of them had multiple items from proposed subscales. Thus, the single
factor solution yielded the largest number of item loadings at .70 or above explaining 58.8
percent of the variance and was used for subsequent co-cultural competence analyses.
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A separate principal axis factoring analysis was conducted for the effective follower
measure to determine whether the distinct three-factor structure found in previous research
(Walumbwa & Hartnell, 2011) held in the current study. The three-factor solution explained 56.2
percent of the variance yet did not align with the distinguished effective follower behaviors
assumed (i.e., 8 items loaded on the first factor and included innovation, self-direction, and
personal initiative items). When the data were allowed to determine the data structure, a twofactor solution explained 48.02 percent of the variance; however, both factors had multiple items
from proposed subscales with item loadings of .40 and above. Thus, the single factor solution
yielded the largest number of item loadings at .70, even though it only explained 47.4 percent of
the variance and it was used for subsequent follower effectiveness analyses.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
A summary of descriptive statistics and values of cronbach alpha for each scale used in
this study for both follower and leader sample groups are shown in Table 1.

Table 1.
Summary of Descriptives for Measures Based on Follower and Leader Samples
Sample Groups
a
Follower
Leaderb
n
M
SD
n
M
SD
Measures
α
FE
134
52.96
8.13
.89
77
60.70
11.82

α
.93

iER

136

15.83

3.10

.72

78

35.21

5.84

.80

SRS

134

31.57

4.81

.82

77

30.77

4.57

.88

ICC

136

32.63

6.53

.72

78

37.24

14.01

.75

IES

134

98.65

14.86

.88

75

102.47

15.03

.90

CCC

133

131.14

12.75

.70

74

133.42

12.70

.74

Note. The variation in sample proportion is due to excluding cases listwise based on all variables
in the procedure. Follower Effectiveness = Job Performance scale; iER = individual perceptions
of emotion regulation; SRS = Self-Regulation Scale; ICC = Intercultural Communication
Competence Scale; IES = Intercultural Effectiveness Scale; CCC = (IES scale + ICC scale).
a N = 137
b N = 79
Hypothesis Testing
To examine the first hypothesis, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was
conducted. H1 predicted that followers’ self-reported ratings of co-cultural competence, selfregulation, and emotion regulation predict follower effectiveness. The regression results for H1
helped to determine how well the proposed three-variable model predicted follower
effectiveness. As can be seen in Table 2 (regression results), the independent variables that
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Table 2.
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Follower Effectiveness
Based on Follower and Leader Samples
Group Samples
Follower Ratings
Leader Ratings
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Variable
β
t
β
t
β
t
β
t
CCC
.366**
4.524
.367**
4.615
–
–
–
–
SR
.298**
3.182
.300**
3.774
.510**
4.424
.644**
7.146
ER
.004
.043
.211
1.833
R2
.29
.21
.44
.42
2
Adjusted R
.28
.21
.43
.41
F
17.05**
25.77**
28.05**
51.07**
Note.
**p < .05. *p < .01.
constituted model 1 were follower co-cultural competence (CCC), follower self-regulation (SR),
and follower emotion regulation (ER) and the dependent variable was follower effectiveness.
Results of the regression indicated that follower co-cultural competence and selfregulation predicted follower effectiveness, while emotion regulation was not a statistically
significant predictor of effective followership. However, results indicate that model 1 explained
28.2 percent of the variance in follower effectiveness, showing support for H1. Followers with
higher scores on these scales were expected to have higher follower effectiveness scores (see
Table 2). This suggests that follower co-cultural competence and follower self-regulation may
better predict follower effectiveness.
Regression results for model 2 helped to determine whether follower co–cultural
competence and follower self–regulation explained more variance than model 1 when predicting
follower effectiveness (see Table 2). Results of this regression indicated that model 2 explained
20.6 percent of the variance in follower effectiveness, which was more than model 1. From a
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follower perspective, emotion regulation is practically significant, but not statistically significant.
H1 was supported.
To examine the second hypothesis (H2), a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was
conducted. H2 predicted that leaders’ perceptions of follower self-regulation and follower
emotion regulation predict follower effectiveness. As can be seen in Table 2, the independent
variables that constituted model 3 were leaders’ self-report ratings of co-cultural competence
(CCC), leaders’ ratings of follower self-regulation (SR), and leaders’ ratings of follower emotion
regulation (ER) while the dependent variable was leaders’ ratings of follower effectiveness.
Results of the regression showed that model 3 explained 42.6 percent of the variance in follower
effectiveness. However, results of the regression also indicated that leaders’ ratings of follower
emotion regulation were not a statistically significant predictor of follower effectiveness.
Leaders’ ratings of follower self–regulation had a statistically significant positive regression
weight, indicating leaders who rated followers as better self-regulators also rated them as more
effective followers.
Leaders’ ratings of follower self-regulation and excluding leaders’ ratings of follower
emotion regulation (i.e., model 4 in Table 3) may be better indicators of leaders’ perceptions of
follower effectiveness. Results of the regression indicated that model four explained 40.7 percent
of the variance in follower effectiveness, which was less than model three. This revealed that
leaders’ perceived emotion regulation was neither statistically nor practically significant for
predicting effective followership. Thus, H2 could not be supported.
The third hypothesis predicted that leaders are more co-culturally competent than
followers. To test hypothesis three (H3), an independent samples t-test was conducted. The
results revealed that leaders’ mean co-cultural competence scores (M = 133.42, SD = 12.70) were
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not statistically significantly greater than the follower co-cultural competence scores (M =
131.14, SD =12.75), t(205) = 1.24, p = n.s. This result reveals no difference between leader and
follower co-cultural competence. Thus, H3 was not supported.
To test the fourth hypothesis, a bivariate correlation analysis was conducted. H4
predicted that follower self-regulation, emotion regulation, and co-cultural competence are
positively related to each other. The correlation analysis showed statistically significant,
moderate to strong relationships existed among all three variables (see Table 3). Results of the
correlation analysis revealed strong correlations with statistical significance between follower
self-regulation and follower emotion regulation, as well as follower self-regulation and follower
co-cultural competence. Follower emotion regulation and follower co-cultural competence had a
statistically significant moderate correlation. Thus, H4 was supported; follower self-regulation,
follower emotion regulation, and follower co-cultural competence were positively related to each
other.
The fifth hypothesis predicted that leaders’ co-cultural competence is positively related to
ratings of followers’ a) self-regulation; b) emotion regulation; and c) follower effectiveness. To
test hypothesis five (H5), a bivariate correlation analysis was conducted. Results of the
correlation analysis indicated moderately strong, statistically significant correlations between
leaders’ co–cultural competence and ratings of follower self–regulation, ratings of follower
emotion regulation, as well as leaders’ ratings of follower effectiveness. Thus, H5 was
supported; leaders’ co-cultural competence was positively related to ratings of followers’ a) selfregulation; b) emotion regulation; and c) follower effectiveness.
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Table 3.
Correlations and Descriptives for ratings of co-cultural competence, self-regulation, emotion
regulation, and follower effectiveness Based on Follower and Leader Samples
Variable
CCC
SR
ER
FE
M
SD
CCC

–

.400**

.534**

.338**

133.42

12.70

SR

.326**

–

.629**

.650**

30.77

4.57

ER

.319**

.564**

–

.545**

35.21

5.84

FE

.447**

.423**

.312**

–

59.70

11.82

M

131.14

31.57

15.73

52.96

SD

12.75

4.81

3.10

8.13

Note. Correlations for Follower participants (N = 137) are presented below the diagonal.
Correlations for Leader participants (N = 79) are presented above the diagonal. Means and
standard deviations for the follower sample are shown in the horizontal rows. Means and
standard deviations for the leader sample are shown in the vertical columns. Follower ratings
are self-report for all constructs. Leader ratings are self-report for the CCC construct while
ratings for the remaining constructs are leader ratings of a specific follower. CCC = co-cultural
competence (IES scale + ICC scale); SR = Self-Regulation; ER = Emotion regulation; FE =
Follower Effectiveness scale.
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
Undoubtedly, all individuals who comprise the human population share the experience of
being a follower. Individuals who are not currently in follower positions have been, or will likely
experience being, in the position of a follower again. Research is beginning to give followership
the undivided attention it has humbly earned. The purpose of this study was to extend knowledge
and understanding of effective followership characteristics as well as contribute valuable insight
toward present and future followership theory.
A social constructionist perspective was utilized, viewing followership as a social process
where followership is the behavior that co-creates leader and follower outcomes through
relational interactions between leader and follower (DeRue & Ashford, 2010; Fairhurst & Grant,
2010; Oc & Bashshur, 2013; Tee et al., 2013). From this lens, followers who are able to produce
desired outcomes demonstrate “the characteristics, behaviors, and processes of individuals acting
in relation to leaders. It is not general employee behavior” (Uhl-Bien, 2014, p. 96). The purpose
was to examine followership characteristics (i.e., self-regulation and co-cultural competence),
which included aspects of effectiveness, to establish a more distinct difference between the
communicative characteristics underlying the behaviors demonstrated by general employees and
by effective followers. As such, effective followership was conceptualized as the characteristics,
behaviors, and processes of individuals acting in relation to leaders to produce desired outcomes.
Ultimately, conceptual clarity of the followership construct in a more observable and measurable
manner was the goal.
Three characteristics of effective followership were proposed based upon three prevalent
follower behaviors found across the followership literature (Epitropaki et al., 2013). The usual
suspects of follower behaviors included: self-motivation, willingness to engage, and proactivity.
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A review of the literature revealed substantial relevance among these follower behaviors and the
proposed follower characteristics tailored to aspects of effectiveness. Therefore, the findings of
this study extend the literature by distinguishing a set of effective followership characteristics
relevant for research within both the organizational and interpersonal contexts. Specifically, the
findings of this study contribute empirical support valuable to building the theoretical
underpinnings of followership. Moreover, this study answers three calls to research, which
include: (a) unveiling a distinct set of underlying follower characteristics based on previously
established follower behaviors that are used widely across the literature, (b) focusing attention on
understanding the social-cognitive and affective processes shaping follower-leader relationships,
and (c) further elucidating the nature of leader–follower relationships (Oc & Bashshur, 2013; Tee
et al., 2013).
Follower Effectiveness
Hypothesis four and hypothesis five predicted that there would be statistically significant
associations among self-regulation, emotion regulation, co-cultural competence, and follower
effectiveness from both follower and leader perspectives. These predictions were strongly
supported. From the followers’ perspective, results of the study indicate that followers with more
self-regulation, emotion regulation, and co-cultural competence were more effective. Similarly,
results revealed that leaders who were more co-culturally competent believed followers with
more self-regulation and emotion regulation were more effective followers. Taken together,
these results indicate that self-regulation, emotion regulation, and co-cultural competence are
characteristics related to both follower and leader perceptions of effective followership.
However, understanding whether these characteristics predicted effective followership was of
particular interest.
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Hypothesis one (H1) and hypothesis two (H2) proposed that followers’ self-regulation,
emotion regulation, and co-cultural competence predicted follower effectiveness. These findings
held for H1; however no statistical significance was found for H2. Results of the study indicate
that from the followers’ perspective, self-regulation, emotion regulation, and co-cultural
competence are characteristics that predict follower effectiveness. Specifically, self-regulation
and co-cultural competence were stronger predictors of follower effectiveness than emotion
regulation. These associations support the interplay between self-regulation theory and the cocultural competence construct further advocating for the notion that self-regulation theory lacks
the ability to fully address the impact of affect during the regulatory processes of goal-directed
behaviors (Csikszentmihalyi& Nakmura, 1999; Faber & Vohs, 2004; Forgas & Vargas, 1999).
Output occurs when organizational members are high in personal abilities (i.e., skills) and also
challenged by environmental opportunities. Affect signals how well or poorly someone is doing,
which provides contextual information necessary for the cognitive mechanisms to distinguish
discrepancies between self and another as well as being responsible for adapting goal-directed
behaviors (DeBernardis, Hayes, & Fryling, 2014; Vohs & Baumeister, 2004). As such,
experiencing affect serves as a motivational cue alerting individuals of when they should align
goal-directed behaviors (e.g., discrepancy detection), which in turn, informs their knowledge
competencies to update how they adapt behavioral alignments to match the desired effectiveness
of competing goal pursuits (e.g., discrepancy reduction). The current study suspected co-cultural
competence supports self-regulation abilities of goal-directed followers by: (1) increasing
awareness of the presence and influence of affect during the attempt to regulate affect and
cognition; and (b) harmonizing affect and cognition to align with goal pursuit to effectively
accomplish prescribed goals. Within social situations, emotions have the power to influence
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reactions, experiences, and cognition, which can complicate the regulatory processes that direct
thought and behavior to align subsequent actions with goal-directed behavior (Larsen & Prizmic,
2004). As such, developing affective-cognitive congruence, managing self-esteem, and initiative
are qualities within the motivation dimension of the co-cultural competence construct that seem
to reinforce and enhance the degree of an individual’s ability to self-regulate (Spitzberg &
Changnon, 2009). Thus, the strong associations between self-regulation, emotion regulation, and
co-cultural competence found in this study signal support for this notion by addressing the
interplay among these variables to further explain how affect impacts regulatory processing.
On the other hand, leaders tend to view follower self-regulation as a strong predictor of
follower effectiveness; however, emotion regulation was not a predictor of follower
effectiveness. Interestingly, followers tend to view emotion regulation as an important quality of
being an effective follower while leaders do not share this same viewpoint. One possible
explanation for this finding is that leaders assume emotion regulation is a job expectation of
effective followers (Sy, 2010). Leaders expect the emotional outbursts of general employees to
occur; however, effective employees are expected to perform with more control. Given that
emotion regulation predicted effective followership for follower perceptions within the current
study, it is plausible that followers and leaders have similar expectations of effectiveness. For
example, Carsten et al., (2010) found proactive followers: (1) perceive themselves as effective
employees and (2) assume that one of their responsibilities as a follower includes regulating the
emotions of themselves as well as the emotions of other organizational members (e.g., team
members, clients, their own supervisors, etc.). This implies that both leaders and followers
assume maintaining emotional control is a pre-requisite of effectiveness. Therefore, this finding
highlights one way that the current study can benefit future recent research efforts aimed toward
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advancing a more lucid understanding of how social-cognitive (e.g., self-regulation) and
affective (e.g., emotion regulation) processes function within the followership construct and the
leader-follower dynamic.
Leaders and Followers
Hypothesis three predicted that leaders were more co-culturally competent than
followers. This prediction was not supported; results indicate that there is no statistically
significant difference in co-cultural competence levels between followers and leaders. Cocultural competence is important to all relationships and levels of organizations. As such, this
finding provides valuable insight toward understanding the differences between co-cultural
competence within organizational membership as well as the nature of the leader-follower
relationship. Importantly, these implications are suggestive within the context of the leaderfollower relationship and a broader organizational context. Ultimately, the results highlight the
importance of social cognitive (e.g., self-regulation and co-cultural competence) and affective
processes (e.g., emotion regulation) in followership as well as the leader-follower relationship
(Junker et al., 2014; Oc & Bashshur, 2013; Tee et al., 2013).
Intercultural competence literature calls for more of a focus on relationship building to
examine relational aspects that extend beyond the individual such as: (a) how individuals define
identity in relation to others, (b) the role and importance of interpersonal equality, (c) the skills
necessary to develop these interpersonal connections, and (d) the implications of a relational
focus toward the short and long term operational output of organizations more oriented toward
the individual rather than the collective (Deardorff, 2009). The current study’s finding suggests
that regulatory processes are the raw individual components involved in cultivating the
interpersonal bonds that foster a sense of connection and equality necessary in encouraging
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individuals to define identity in relation to others, which then these shared relational identities
expand within a collective. Moreover, it is plausible that there is no difference between leaders’
and followers’ co-cultural competence because co-cultural competence is a necessary aspect of
achieving goals (e.g., individual, joint, team, and organizational levels) regardless of member
position (e.g., leader or follower) and task (e.g., individual, joint, or team). It is the co-culturally
competent contributions of organizational members that intertwine to collectively determine the
degree of organizational effectiveness and success. Shared identity among employees increases
organizational commitment, effectiveness, and satisfaction (Gardner et al., 2005). Thus, the
increase of diversity within national and global work place settings stresses the value of cocultural competence within all levels of relationships at all levels of the organization (e.g., dyadic
and group co-worker relationships, leader-follower relationships, leader-leader relationships,
etc.). This finding holds tremendous benefit for future research seeking to further elucidate the
nature of co-culturally competent dyads as well as the outcomes (e.g., individual, relational,
group, and organizational) that occur from these relationships. Further, the implications of such
research bolsters the necessary understanding required to develop and maintain optimal day-today operations by lending insight toward aspects regarding employee training and hiring that
cannot be overlooked, especially with the ongoing rise of diversification.
Theoretical Implications
It is no secret that positions of leadership and followership hold very different levels of
power. Typically, leaders maintain more legitimate power within organizations (Raven &
French, 1958). However, results of the current study indicate that co-cultural competence is
important to all relationships and all levels of organizations. This implies leader-follower units
who share certain characteristics can effectively achieve organizational goals by using the power
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inequities that exist within organizations. Intercultural scholars Martin & Nakayama (2015) offer
guiding notions to further understand how leader and follower co-cultural competence can
influence dyads as well as the organization. First, this approach suggests that the similarities and
differences within leaders’ and followers’ co-cultural competence traits (i.e., motivation,
knowledge, and skills), as well as the degree of the power inequality that exists within the
organization, are easier to differentiate when they are set into motion within the organizational,
relational, or larger contexts (Martin & Nakayama, 2015). A follower and a leader may both
have the same characteristics; however, they tend to use that characteristic or competency in
different ways to pursue goal attainment.
To explain this notion, literature based in self-regulation theory focusing on goal
activation is used in combination with research aimed toward the emotional influence of
followership grounded in social identity theory. For example, research suggests that effective
followers can influence the collective emotions of organizational members when there is
heightened identification between group members and the effective follower (Tee et al., 2013).
Effective followers can either promote or suppress the collective emotions of organizational
members who have a shared sense of identity within the workplace. Additionally, it can be
inferred that members who have a sense of shared identity also share a sense of communal
orientation. As such, goals can be automatically activated within individuals who possess
communal relationship orientations when they are either prescribed goals or when they observe
goal pursuit as a social responsibility behavior (Fitzsimons & Bargh, 2004). Moreover, leaders
may not possess greater personal power than followers. Therefore, when organizational members
have a sense of shared identity with an effective follower more than a leader, it would seem
plausible for leader-follower pairs to work together to enhance employees’ drive to achieve
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goals, communicate organizational changes, or influence organizational climate. When the
leader-follower pair shares the same characteristic, such as co-cultural competence, the follower
partner may be more equipped with the knowledge of what actions will be appropriate and
effective to influence other member while the leader partner may be more equipped with the
knowledge of what actions will be appropriate and effective to influence upper-level leaders.
This type of teamwork fosters a supportive climate providing heightened opportunities for
effective outcomes from both leaders and followers, which then produces an increase in positive
attitudes, commitment, trust in the organization, and trust in leadership among organizational
members (Gardner et al., 2005). When effective leader-follower pairs work together, they can
positively impact organizational climate.
The power relations are key to the dialectical approach as it allows voices more or less
influence in the construction of social reality (Martin & Nakayama, 2015). Therefore, these
findings reveal how the power inequality between leader and follower positions affords effective
leader-dyad units who share the same characteristics, such as co-cultural competence, the
opportunity to use their co-cultural competence similarities or differences to produce desired
outcomes within the workplace environment. Empirical support for the influence tactics
proactive followers demonstrate led much of the most recent research among followership
scholars to utilize social identity theory, attachment style theory, and implicit followership
theories to investigate how followers influence leader outcomes (Hinojosa, McCauley,
Randolph-Seng, & Gardner, 2014; Oc & Bashshur, 2013; Tee et al., 2013).
Indeed, there may be moments when leaders and effective followers can capitalize on
power inequalities to influence organizational members towards accomplishing organizational
goals. For example, results of this study found that followers tend to view emotion regulation as
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an important quality of being an effective follower, yet leaders do not share this same viewpoint.
Carsten et al. (2010) found that proactive followers tend to assume that one role of being a
follower includes regulating the emotions of themselves as well as the emotions of other
organizational members (e.g., team members, clients, their own supervisors, etc.). Additionally,
Junker et al. (2014) found employees within organizations tend to allow effective followers to
influence their perceptions more than leaders because they identify more with the effective
follower based on job rank. These studies suggest that employees are more likely to adopt
influence messages from effective followers rather than leaders. Importantly, the dialectical
approach to intercultural communication competence addresses that this type of outcome could
also venture toward the dark side by recognizing that “individuals are not equal in their power
relations in that some social realities are created in the interests of some, over other social
realities that might benefit others” (Martin & Nakayama, 2015, p. 19). Overall, effective
followers as well as leader-follower dyads could use their individual and joint influence power to
create socially constructive or destructive behaviors within organizational members.
The power inequalities within leader-follower relationships tend to shift, configuring and
reconfiguring as relational partners influence each other, the organization, and as other forces
influence the leader-follower dyad at the dyadic and individual level (Martin & Nakayama,
2015). The power inequality within the organization sets the initial tone for the degree of power
imbalance within leader-follower dyads. However, a dialectical approach accounts for the
inevitable shifts in context that occur. Understanding the outcomes resulting from leaderfollower relationships when both partners share essentially equivalent amounts of the same trait
is critical to future followership theory. Therefore, a dialectical approach can further elucidate
the nature of leader-follower relationships despite contextual complexities that lend insight
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toward understanding: (1) how both partners within leader-follower dyads can share the same
trait yet use that quality to produce different outcomes, (2) capitalize on differences within
shared traits to influence different outcomes of each other, and (3) maximize the effectiveness
associated with co-producing outcomes within broader contexts.
Regardless, this line of research advocates that interactants’ individual identity consists of
various qualities among national, ethnic, or racial boundaries that are involved and interrelated
during intercultural interactions (Martin & Nakayama, 2015). The current study echoes this
notion within the proposed perspective of co-cultural competence. The specific label
“intercultural communication competence” is conceptually misleading as it conveys international
borders must be crossed to maintain this characteristic. As a result, the semantics shadowing this
term place restrictions of utilizing the intercultural communication competence construct to only
research individuals or contexts where international or cultural boundaries have been met.
Therefore, the conceptual assumptions of the co-cultural competence construct between these
two arguments are in agreement.
Limitations
One limitation of the research is the measures used to assess co-cultural competence and
emotion regulation (IES, ICC, and iER scales). It was anticipated that combining the intercultural
effectiveness scale (IES) and intercultural communication competence (ICC) scales to assess
participants’ co-cultural competence would provide a more meaningful representation of this
characteristic. However, it is plausible that this had a reverse effect, convoluting the inferences
established while analyzing the results from hypotheses testing. The ICC scale only met an
acceptable level after omitting at least three items during reliability testing; additionally, the
factor loading for the IES was not consistent with previous research findings. This could have
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skewed data by producing divergent conceptual and operational assessments of participants’ cocultural competence. Similarly, the emotion regulation instrument met acceptable reliability
levels after omitting two items for analyses conducted using the follower sample; however, this
may have only skewed data for the follower sample. Future research would benefit from
conducting further analyses regarding the reliability and validity of both the ICC and IES scales.
Another limitation of the current study involves the design and small sample size. Both
leader and follower samples were relatively small. Furthermore, the design restricted the research
from fully assessing the relationship between leader-follower dyads. All measures for the
follower sample were self-report assessments whereas only leader co-cultural competence was
self-report; leader participants were asked to answer the remainder of the survey based on their
perceptions of a specific employee. Therefore, the small sample sizes and mixed perspective
survey evaluations may limit the generalizability of the findings within this study. Future
research armed with this knowledge should expand sample size, demographics, and conduct
analyses using paired samples to obtain a more full representation of effective followership that
spans across industries.
A final limitation of the current study involves the exclusion of investigating the role of
empathy. Empathetic abilities may influence the degree of outcome effectiveness within leaderfollower dyads that rely on a mutual understanding of tasks, roles, and goals. Empathy has
previously been defined as the experience or ability to feel the affective, subjective experience of
another person as well as the cognitive processing of the particular experience (Gerdes, Lietz, &
Segal, 2011). However, this conceptualization fails to adequately explain the interdependence
between affective and cognitive aspects of empathic behaviors. Given that research suggests selfregulation theory fails to fully address the role of affect during regulatory processing and
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followers affect leadership outcomes by performing actions guided by the interplay between
cognition and affect, empathy may be an imperative characteristic of effective followership
(Csikszentmihalyi & Nakmura, 1999; Forgas & Vargas, 1999; Tee et al., 2013).
Previous research reveals that empathy is a common quality found among the various cocultural competence models; however, these findings include empathy as subcomponent of cocultural competence locating competence within an individual’s possession, which presents gaps
within the literature, including: (a) empathy as a subcomponent of co-cultural competence has
not been operationalized or conceptualized with much specify or validity, (b) assessment and
analysis of emerging relational perspectives require understanding of competencies (i.e.,
empathy) located in the interaction as well as competencies (i.e., empathy) located within the
individuals involved in the interaction process (Deardorff, 2009; Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009).
The findings of the current study underscore the importance of understanding effective follower
characteristics that account for affective and cognitive functioning as well as the interaction
between these mechanisms (i.e., self-regulation and co-cultural competence). It is plausible that
co-cultural competencies, such as developing affect-cognition congruence, occurs through a
more lucid conceptual and operational definition of empathy. For example, recent socialneuroscience research using positron emission tomography (PET), found empathy to consist of
the interplay among three processes: (a) affective sharing, (b) cognitive capacity to perspective
take, and (c) regulatory processes that reinforce the divide between self and other awareness
(Decety & Jackson, 2006). First, affective sharing is the ability to feel the emotional state of
another (Gerdes et al., 2011). Second, cognitive perspective-taking is the cognitive capacity to
internalize another’s thoughts, feelings, or internal state to the degree of assessing the reasons
driving that particular experience (DeBernardis et al., 2014; DeVignemont & Singer, 2006).
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Lastly, the ability to mutually understand the logic compelling the emotional reactions of another
requires an individual to maintain a divide between the assessment of his or her own experience
in that interaction and that of the shared experience (i.e., self and other awareness)
(DeVignemont & Singer, 2006; Gerdes et al., 2011).
Regarding empathy, the co-cultural competency of developing affect-cognition
congruence is the process that manages the divide facilitating a clear distinction between an
individual’s own emotions or experience and those shared with another, which then supports the
regulatory processes of adapting effective and appropriate responses (Calkins, 2004; Decety &
Jackson, 2006). Therefore, the empathic process of effective followers in relation to the leaderfollower dyad includes: (a) having the ability to feel the emotional state of a leader (which may
or may not include sharing that emotional state), which gives rise to, (b) the capability to assess
reasoning or logic driving the leaders’ state, and (c) utilizing co-cultural competence abilities to
promote mutual understanding by establishing a distinction between self and a leader’s
experience, which in turn determines the information and degree of self-regulation needed to
align (i.e., detect discrepancies) as well as adapt (i.e., reduce discrepancies) goal-directed
behaviors. In this light, empathy solidifies the interplay between self-regulation and co-cultural
competence. Therefore, it may be beneficial to not assume empathy is too similar to other
constructs by focusing efforts toward: (a) expanding conceptual and operational clarity of
empathy, (b) understanding the association among empathy, self-regulation, and co-cultural
competence, and (c) developing empirical and theoretical contributions to build followership,
self-regulation, and co-cultural competence theory from a relational perspective.
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Future Directions
Future research examining leader-follower pairs should consider placing emphasis on
exploratory experiments to expand the currently sparse amount of empirical and theoretical
contributions regarding the interpersonal aspects within the broader organizational context.
Perhaps, focusing attention on analyzing the characteristics and behaviors of effective leaderfollower partners that influence each other as well as the relationship is a lucrative starting point.
Consequently, this area of investigation is of considerable importance to extend knowledge and
understanding of the organizational outcomes associated with the ways in which followers and
leaders influence each other. Within this framework, research should direct attention to
elucidating the organizational outcomes that occur when the individuals comprising leaderfollower relationships have congruent characteristics.
Theoretical constructs that previously used seeking knowledge and understanding of this
association include: social identity theory, attachment style theory, and implicit followership
theories (Hinojosa et al., 2014; Oc & Bashshur, 2013; Tee et al., 2013). Specifically, the findings
of the current research suggest it may be advantageous to consider these associations by gearing
theoretical and empirical efforts toward a more dyadic perspective. Certainly, contributions
within this area will serve as the pioneers necessary to lend greater insight toward the
development and construction of present and future followership theory.
Followership has been cloaked under leadership research for far too long. Research is just
beginning to give followership the undivided attention it has humbly earned. The present study
follows the call of followership pioneers fueling the efforts to further gain knowledge and
understanding of the followership construct (Carsten et al., 2010; Epitropaki et al., 2013;
Fairhurst & Grant, 2010; Hinojosa et al., 2014; Junker et al., 2014; Oc & Bashshur, 2013; Sy,
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2010; Tee et al., 2013; Uhl-Bien et al., 2013). The present study sought to distinguish a set of
communicative characteristics demonstrated by effective followers by examining whether leader
and follower perceived self-regulation and co-cultural competence were characteristics of
effective followership. Results of the study reveal that self-regulation and co-cultural
competence are characteristics associated with effective follower behavior. In addition, followers
tend to see emotion regulation as a characteristic of an effective follower; however, leaders do
not share this same view. Moreover, there was no statistical significance between leaders and
followers co-cultural competence abilities. This indicates that co-cultural competence is an
important ability within all relationships and at all levels within organizational contexts. This
study extends the research calling for further clarity of the followership construct. As such, the
findings presented in this study contribute to further understanding the characteristics of an
effective follower, which are vital pieces useful in developing present and future followership
theory. Future research should use the foundation that has been set to heighten insights about the
followership structure. As such, research will contribute to fueling our understanding the nature
of the leader-follower relationship. It is this collection of work that will further develop a
followership theory true to the nature and understanding of effective followership.
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Appendix A
LEADER QUESTIONAIRE
Intercultural Communication Competence
PART ONE
Instructions: Below is a list of statements concerning communication. Please indicate YOUR
level of agreement with each statement in reference to yourself. Select a space that best
represents your level of agreement from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
1. I find it is easy to talk with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6

7

Strongly Agree

2. I am afraid to express myself when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
3. I find it is easy to get along with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Strongly Agree

4. I am not always the person I appear to be when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
5. I am able to express my ideas clearly when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
6. I have problems with grammar when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
7. I am able to answer questions effectively when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
9. I use appropriate eye contact when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
10. I have problems distinguishing between informative and persuasive messages when
interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
11. I always know how to initiate a conversation when interacting with people from different
cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
12. I often miss parts of what is going on when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
13. I feel relaxed when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Strongly Agree

56

14. I often act like a very different person when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
15. I always show respect for my culturally different counterparts during our interaction.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
16. I always feel a sense of distance with my culturally different counterparts during our
interaction.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
17. I find I have a lot in common with my culturally different counterparts during our interaction.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
18. I find the best way to act is to be myself when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
19. I find it is easy to identify with my culturally different counterparts during our interaction.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
20. I always show respect for the opinions of my culturally different counterparts during our
interaction.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
21. I often find it difficult to differentiate between similar cultures (Ex: Asians, Europeans,
Africans, etc.).
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
22. I feel that people from other cultures have many valuable things to teach me.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
23. Most of my friends are from my own culture.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

24. I feel more comfortable with people from my own culture than with people from other
cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
25. I find it easier to categorize people based on their cultural identity than their personality.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
26. I often notice similarities in personality between people who belong to completely different
cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
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27. I usually feel closer to people who are from my own culture because I can relate to them
better.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
28. Most of my friends are from my own culture.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

29. I usually look for opportunities to interact with people from other cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
30. I feel more comfortable with people who are open to people from other cultures than people
who are not.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
Effective Follower
PART TWO
Think of someone you manage and answer the following questions about that person. Place his
or her initials here_______.
Instructions: The following contains statements about follower characteristics. Please indicate
how much you agree with each statement. Select a space that best represents your level of
agreement from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
1. This employee comes up with new ideas.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

2. This employee works to implement new ideas.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

3. This employee finds improved ways to do things.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5

6

7

Strongly Agree

4. This employee creates better processes and routines.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5

6

7

Strongly Agree

5. This employee comes up with new, original ideas for handling work.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Strongly Agree

6. This employee redesigns job tasks for greater effectiveness and efficiency.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
7. This employee takes initiative and does whatever is necessary.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Strongly Agree

8. This employee goes against established policies ad procedures if he or she thinks it will result
in meeting broader organizational goals.
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Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

9. This employee submits suggestions to improve work.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5

6

7

Strongly Agree

6

7

Strongly Agree

10. This employee approaches his or her supervisor with suggestions for improvement when he
or she encounters problems at work.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
11. This employee searches for the cause of work problems he or she encounters.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
12. This employee changes something in his/her work in order to improve it.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
Emotion Regulation

1. My employee sometimes throws out criticism without consideration for their coworker’s feelings.
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

2. When my employee is feeling down, he/she can make myself feel better.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree

3. It is difficult for my employee to calm down quickly when he/she gets mad.
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

4. My employee is generally able to influence how individual members felt.
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

5. During group tasks, my employee compliments his/her co-workers when they do
something well.
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

6. My employee generally has a good control of their emotions.
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

7. When my employee experiences positive emotions, he/she knows how to make them
last.
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

Self-Regulation
1. This employee can concentrate on one activity for a long time, if necessary.
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Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly Agree

2. If this employee is distracted from an activity, he/she has no problem coming back to the topic
quickly.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
3. If an activity arouses this employee’s feelings too much, he/she can calm themself down so
they can continue with the activity soon.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
4. If an activity requires a problem-oriented attitude, this employee can control his/her feelings.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
5. This employee can control their thoughts from distracting him/her from the task at hand.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
6. After an interruption, this employee has no problem resuming his/her concentrated style of
working.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree e
7. This employee stays focused on a goal and does not allow anything to distract from his/her
plan of action.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
Demographic Questions
PART THREE
Please provide the following demographic information.
1. Biological Sex:

___ Male
___ Female

2. Age: _____
3. What is your highest level of education?
____High School Diploma
____Some College
____Associate’s Degree
____University Degree (Bachelor’s)
____Some Graduate School
____Graduate Degree
____Other
4. Type in below, how long you have been employed since turning 18 years of age:
____________
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5. Please indicate your current employment status:
____Full Time
____Part Time
____Retired
____Unemployed
____Other
6. Have you maintained a leadership role for at least one year or more? ____Yes ____No
7. Type in below, how long have you have been employed in your current position?
__________
8. Please type in below, the maximum number of employees you previously or currently oversee.
Please answer in reference to the job in which you supervised the MOST employees.
_____________
FOLLOWER QUESTIONAIRE
Intercultural Communication Competence
PART ONE
Instructions: Below is a list of statements concerning communication. Please indicate YOUR
level of agreement with each statement in reference to yourself. Select a space that best
represents your level of agreement from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
1. I find it is easy to talk with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6

7

Strongly Agree

2. I am afraid to express myself when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
3. I find it is easy to get along with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Strongly Agree

4. I am not always the person I appear to be when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
5. I am able to express my ideas clearly when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
6. I have problems with grammar when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
7. I am able to answer questions effectively when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
9. I use appropriate eye contact when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
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10. I have problems distinguishing between informative and persuasive messages when
interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
11. I always know how to initiate a conversation when interacting with people from different
cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
12. I often miss parts of what is going on when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
13. I feel relaxed when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Strongly Agree

14. I often act like a very different person when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
15. I always show respect for my culturally different counterparts during our interaction.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
16. I always feel a sense of distance with my culturally different counterparts during our
interaction.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
17. I find I have a lot in common with my culturally different counterparts during our interaction.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
18. I find the best way to act is to be myself when interacting with people from different cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
19. I find it is easy to identify with my culturally different counterparts during our interaction.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
20. I always show respect for the opinions of my culturally different counterparts during our
interaction.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
21. I often find it difficult to differentiate between similar cultures (Ex: Asians, Europeans,
Africans, etc.).
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
22. I feel that people from other cultures have many valuable things to teach me.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
23. Most of my friends are from my own culture.
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Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

24. I feel more comfortable with people from my own culture than with people from other
cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
25. I find it easier to categorize people based on their cultural identity than their personality.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
26. I often notice similarities in personality between people who belong to completely different
cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
27. I usually feel closer to people who are from my own culture because I can relate to them
better.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
28. Most of my friends are from my own culture.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

29. I usually look for opportunities to interact with people from other cultures.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
30. I feel more comfortable with people who are open to people from other cultures than people
who are not.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Strongly Agree
Effective Follower
1. As a follower, I come up with new ideas.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4

5

6

Strongly Agree

2. As a follower, I work to implement new ideas.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4

5

6

Strongly Agree

3. As a follower, I find improved ways to do things makes to be more effective.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
4. As a follower, I create better processes and routines.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5

6

Strongly Agree

5. As a follower, I come up with new, original ideas for handling work.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
6. As a follower, I redesign job tasks for greater effectiveness and efficiency.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
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7. As a follower, I take initiative and do whatever is necessary.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6

Strongly Agree

8. As a follower, I go against established policies and procedures if I thinks it will result in
meeting broader organizational goals are performing effectively.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
9. As a follower, I submit suggestions to improve work as an important part of what makes me
effective.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
10. As a follower, I approach my supervisor with suggestions for improvement when he or she
encounters problems at work.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
11. As a follower, I search for the cause of work problems I encounter.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
12. As a follower, I change something in my work in order to improve it.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
Emotion Regulation

1. I sometimes throw out criticism without consideration for my co-worker’s feelings.
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

2. When I am feeling down, I can make myself feel better.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6

7

Strongly Agree

3. It is difficult to calm down quickly when I get mad at my co-workers.
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

4. I am generally able to influence how individual members felt.
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

5. During team tasks, I compliment my co-workers when we do something well.
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree

6

7

Strongly Agree

6. I generally have a good control of my emotions.
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

7. When I experience positive emotions, I know how to make them last.
Strongly Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly Agree
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Self-Regulation
1. As a follower, I can concentrate on one activity for a long time, if necessary.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
2. As a follower, if I am distracted from an activity, I do not have any problem coming back to
the topic quickly.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
3. As a follower, if an activity arouses too many feelings, I can calm themselves down so that I
can continue with the activity soon.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
4. As a follower, if an activity requires a problem-oriented attitude, I can control my feelings.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
5. As a follower, I control my thoughts from distracting myself from the task at hand.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
6. After an interruption, as a follower, I do not have any problem resuming my concentrated style
of working.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
7. As a follower, I stay focused on goals and do not allow anything to distract me from my plan
of action.
Strongly Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Agree
Demographic Questions
PART TWO
Please provide the following demographic information.
1. Biological Sex:

___ Male
___ Female
___ Prefer not to answer

2. Age: _____
3. What is your highest level of education?
____High School Diploma
____Some College
____Associate’s Degree
____University Degree (Bachelor’s)
____Some Graduate School
____Graduate Degree
____Other
4. Type in below, how long you have been employed since turning 18 years of age:
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____________
5. Please indicate your current employment status:
____Full Time
____Part Time
____Student
____Other
6. Are you currently employed?

____Yes
____No

7. Type in below, how long have you have been employed in your current position?
__________
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Appendix B
INFORMATION STATEMENT LEADER
INTRODUCTION: You are invited to participate in a research study about followership in the
workplace. The purpose of this study is to examine the perceptions of leaders and followers
toward effective followership characteristics, including: self-regulation and intercultural
communication competence. Leader participants must fulfill the following:
• Must be 18 years or older to participate.
• Employed full time
• Oversee at least 5 followers
• Obtained a leadership position for at least one year.
If you do not meet these criteria, close your browser and discontinue participation in this
survey.
INFORMATION ABOUT PARTICIPANTS' INVOLVEMENT IN THE STUDY:
You will be administered an online survey. The survey will take approximately 30 minutes to
complete. The online survey results will only be accessible by the researchers. Your answers are
completely anonymous and will only be used for research purposes. All data will be kept on
password protected devices to maintain confidentiality. The Qualtrics software collects IP
addresses when people complete the survey. It is possible that someone could identify through
this IP address; however, to minimize the likelihood of this happening all IP addresses will be
removed from the data before they are downloaded from the Qualtrics server.
RISKS: There are no foreseeable risks, greater than those encountered in everyday life, involved
with participating in this research. It is possible someone could access the Qualtrics software and
determine the IP addresses from which this survey was completed.
BENEFITS: This research will help broaden scholarly literature regarding followership and
leadership as well as increase information known about the communication characteristics that
are being investigated by the researchers.
CONFIDENTIALITY: The information you provide will be kept confidential. Data will be
stored securely and will be made available only to the persons conducting the study. No
reference will be made in oral or written reports that could link participants to this study.
Identifying information will not be collected.
CONTACT INFORMATION If you have questions at any time about the study or the
procedures, (or you experience adverse effects as a result of participating in this study,) you may
contact the researchers: Cassandra Ray at cmellon2@vols.utk.edu, and (865) 314-0578 OR
Michelle Violanti at violanti@utk.edu and (865) 974-7072. If you have questions about your
rights as a participant, contact the Office of Research Compliance Officer at (865) 974-7697.
PARTICIPATION Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate
without penalty. If you decide to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time
without penalty and without loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. If you withdraw
from the study before data collection is completed your data will be destroyed.
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******************************************************************************
CONSENT: By clicking the NEXT button, I acknowledge that I am at least 18 years of age,
have read the above information, fulfill the leader criteria above, and agree to participate in this
study.
INFORMATION STATEMENT FOLLOWER
INTRODUCTION: You are invited to participate in a research study about followership in the
workplace. The purpose of this study is to examine the perceptions of leaders and followers
toward effective followership characteristics, including self-regulation, and intercultural
communication competence. Follower participants must fulfill the following:
· Must be 18 years or older to participate
· Been in a situation where someone else was the leader.
If you do not meet these criteria, close your browser and choose another option from the
research participation pool.
INFORMATION ABOUT PARTICIPANTS' INVOLVEMENT IN THE STUDY: You will
be administered an online survey. The survey will take approximately 30 minutes to complete.
The online survey results will only be accessible by the researchers. Your answers are
completely anonymous and will only be used for research purposes. All data will be kept on
password protected devices to maintain confidentiality. The Qualtrics software collects IP
addresses when people complete the survey. It is possible that someone could identify through
this IP address; however, to minimize the likelihood of this happening all IP addresses will be
removed from the data before they are downloaded from the Qualtrics server.
RISKS: There are no foreseeable risks, greater than those encountered in everyday life, involved
with participating in this research. It is possible someone could access the Qualtrics software and
determine the IP addresses from which this survey was completed.
BENEFITS: This research will help broaden scholarly literature regarding followership and
leadership as well as increase information known about the communication characteristics that
are being investigated by the researchers.
CONFIDENTIALITY: The information you provide will be kept confidential. Data will be
stored securely and will be made available only to the persons conducting the study. No
reference will be made in oral or written reports that could link participants to this study.
Identifying information will not be collected.
CONTACT INFORMATION If you have questions at any time about the study or the
procedures, (or you experience adverse effects as a result of participating in this study),
you may contact the researchers: Cassandra Ray at cmellon2@vols.utk.edu, and (865) 314-0578
OR Michelle Violanti at violanti@utk.edu, and (865) 974-7072. If you have questions about your
rights as a participant, contact the Office of Research Compliance Officer at (865) 974-7697.
PARTICIPATION Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate
without penalty. If you decide to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time
without penalty and without loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. If you withdraw
from the study before data collection is completed your data will be destroyed.
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******************************************************************************
CONSENT: By clicking the NEXT button, I acknowledge that I am at least 18 years of age,
have read the above information, fulfill the follower criteria above, and agree to participate in
this study.
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